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One or the most unsatisfactory areas in our public 
school syst~m today, unsatisfactory to parents, pupils and 
teachers alike, is the problem of pupil grading and report-
ing.l That there is widespread d~sagre~m~nt as to the rorm a 
pupil report should take is evident .in the vari~ty or such 
reports in current use.2 These r~nge rrom th~ traditional 
0-100% scale with its possibility .or 100 separate intervals 
or achievement to the two symbol S or u. Between these two 
rorms range k wide variety of scales which employ letters, 
numbers, or symbols in a multitude or variations.3 'one or t 
newer innovations has abolished the report card as such and 
substituted ror it the parent-teacher letter or conrerence.4 
Whether or not unirormity or rorm or reporting can ever 
be'achieved, or whether such a goal is even necessary, is not 
the subject or this study. That a report card, by its very 
name, must report and report comprehensibly5 is a basic as-
sumption or this thesis. ~ second assumption, that the ideal 
report card ror any community is that one which accurately 
conveys its meaning to parent, pupil, and teacher alike,6 
lRuth Strang, Reporting to Pa~ts (Bureau or Publications, 
2Teachers College, Columbia University, 1947), p. 36 Shiela Hollies, The Elementary School Report Card 
3E. A. Johnson and R. E. Michaels, Principles of Teachin&, 
Boston: (Allyn and Bacon, 1958), pp. 25-26 4Denis Baron and Harold Bernard, Evaluation Techniques ror 
the Classroom Teacher (McGraw-Hill, 1958), p. 2W 
5strang, op.cit., p. 4 6Fred c. Ayer, Practical Child Accounting (Austin, Texas, 
The Steck Co., 1949), p. 148 
Boston University 
School o~ Education 
Library 
does not preclude the idea that, as communities differ, so 
the form of the report may also vary. 
More to the heart of the matter is not the form, then, 
but the meaning of the report card. Since the teacher is the 
judge of pupil achievement within her grade, and as such, the 
author of the report card, the meaning she attaches to what-
ever symbols she uses and the bases upon which she makes her 
evaluations are of crucial importance. 
If a child were judged by only one teacher throughout 
hi.s school career, there might be few, if any, misinterpreta-
' 
tiona as to her system of grading. However, the average 
child normally will be judged and graded by upwards of twenty 
teachers in his school career. Do all teachers attribute to 
a symbol the same meaning? Do they all arrive at their judg-
ments by the same route? 
On the surface the answer to these questions seems to be 
a rather emphatic 11 No11 • I recall, unhappily, the teacher who 
was notorious for his refusal to give any pupil an 11A" on the 
assumption phat only the teacher had a "perfect" knowledge of 
the subject. At the other end of the scale, I have known 
teachers who could never bring themselves to fail any student 
Less subjective than this cursory review are the studies 
which have tended to prove the inconsistency of teacher eval-
uation.1 
lWilliam L. Wrinkle, Improving Marking and Reporting Practice 
(New York, N.Y., Rinehart, 1947), pp. 39-41 
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Granted that there seems to be evidence for inconsis-
tency in teacher grading, are there factors common to all 
teachers in evaluating student achievement? Can the teacher' 
standards for grading be altered by an outside force, for 
example, administration edict? If standards can be altered, 
to what extent does this alteration occur? 
Thia study will attempt to find factors common to eval-
uation among intermediate grade teachers. It will also 
attempt to measure the degree to which teachers were able, 
willing, to change their standards to conform to an adminis-
tration goal. 
The scope of this study is admittedly limited. The 
school studied is an elementary school in a small (populat 
under 5,000) rural community. The grades studied are the 
5th, and 6th grades in a homogeneously grouped school system. 
The basis for grouping is readi~ ability, determined by 
achievement on the Iowa Basic Skills Test administered each 
spring, plus teacher judgment. The form of report card used 
in this system is the five letter (ABCDF) grade report. 
(Personal characteristics and social adaptation are evaluate 
on a different scale, but they are not the concern of this 
thesis.) The study involves approximately 750 students and 
10 teachers. 
One aspect of this study was to determine whether or not 
teachers interpreted the symbols they used in a consistent 
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manner. In an effort to determine consistency of interpreta-
tion, each teacher was asked to give the letter grade marks 
she assigned to two randomly selected students in her class 
for one marking period in arithmetic and reading comprehen-
sion. She was then asked to explain what that letter grade 
mark meant to her and what factors she considered in assign-
ing it. The teachers' answers were compared for common fac-
tors o~ consistency and inconsistency in meaning of symbol 
and bases for evaluating achievement. 
A questionnaire type interview was set up on the basis 
of teachers' statements concerning meaning of marks and bases 
for assigning them. This interview was conducted with each 
teacher separately to determine further and clarify teachers' 
interpretations of letter grade marks and standards for eval-
uating achievement. 
A second aspect of this study was an attempt to evaluate 
changes made by teachers in their bases for grading. The re-
port card marks in this school system are entered for each 
child on his cumulative record folder at the end of the first, 
second, and fourth marking periods. The letter grade marks 
assigned for these periods were tallied for a two-year period, 
during which time teachers were free to evaluate and grade 
according to their own standards. A second tabulation was 
done for one year subsequent to an administratively devised 
grading curve. This curve was issued with the explanation 
•~9=========================~F=== 
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that it was to serve as a flexible guide in determining whe-
ther or not a teacher was evaluating her class consistently 
with the administration 1 s standards for an A group, a B 
group, etc. The results of the two tabulations were compared 
for any significant changes which took place. 
More detailed explanations of the statistical methods 
used will be found accompanying the results of the separate 
investigations. 
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The scope of the grading problem encompasses much more 
than the mere investigation of form, meaning of symbols, and 
evaluation techniques used. To analyze adequately the sub-
ject, one finds he must also give thought to the entire cur-
riculum, the objectives of a school as well as the objectives 
ot our entire educational process, the methods of instruction 
and the purposes for which we are striving when we attempt to 
educate a child.1 Unless we have a definite idea as to the 
whole purpose of our school system, evaluating and grading a 
child in that system is meaningless. In a sense, then, the 
history of the report card is also a history of our progress 
in education in many other fields. 
While we look on ability grouping and the parent-teache 
letter as newer innovations in the grading field, actually 
these were the original methods employed in the earliest pub-
2 lie schools in our country. The one-room school house, with 
pupils of all ages, sizes, and degrees of accomplishment, 
necessitated a form of ability grouping in order that the 
teacher might have some basis for instruction. =t the end of 
a school year, eacn pupil was examined orally to determine 
his level of achievement.3 "hether or not he measured up to 
the standards set by the local school board determined whe 
~Strang, op.cit., p. 102 
Alice v. Keliher, A Critical btudy of Homogeneous Grouping 
3
(Teachers College, Columbia University, 1931) No. 452, p. 20 
Ibid., pp. 6-8 
-7-
or not he would advance to the next level of instruction.l 
His parents were infor.med of his success or failure by letter 
The pupil was, therefore, measured against an absolute stand-
ard set for each subject, 2 and, of course, little thought was 
given to individual factors which might have contributed to 
hi~ success or failure. Grading was totally subject-centered 
and failure to master the grade level standards meant repeat-
ing the subject until it was mastered. T~ere are sti~l schoo s 
and educators who believe that grading must be subject cen-
tered. In t~ir ~chools the slow ~earner may repeat a grade 
many times in what is, too often, a vain attempt to live up 
to pre-set standards for his grade.3 
As more pupils took advantage of the free publi9 educa-
tion, the one-room school house was no longer adequ~te •. The 
mid-1800's saw the first graded schools in America.4 In orde~ 
to grade ~hildren, the standard measure was chronological age 
So children of four or five became first graders, six or seve· 
year olds became second graders, and so up the age ladder. 
The concern with absolute standards remained the ~ame, or, 
according to one writer, 5 became more deeply entrench~d. The 
need for a yardstick was even more emphasized than before.6 
Hand in hand with the absolute standard, the 0-::100% scaJe of 
lHollies, op.cit, p. 7 
2Ibid., P• 7 
3John I. ~oadlad and Robert H. Anderson, The. Non-Graded Ele-
~mentary.School·(New York,.N;~., Harcourt, Brace, -1959), pa v 
Ibid.,. PP• 44-45 . 
5rbid .. , p. 1 ·· 
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achievement, which had by now become traditional, implied th~ 
achievement coUld be held against an absolute standard and 
accurately judged down to the last 1%. 
With the twentieth century came a re-examination of our 
educational philosophy. Binet and other workers i·n the field 
of psychology were pointing up individual differences.1 TherE 
had already been single voi~es raised in opposition to this ., 
policy of absolute'standards, 2 but none sounded so loudly as 
John Dewey with his emphasis on the'individual child in a de-
mocratic societ~.3 Despite the fact that many educators 
adopted and-adapted Dewey's methods of' instruction and revise< 
school"curriculum, the method .of grading, in the majority of 
schools, did not change.4 Some schools, recognizing the im-
IPOS~ibility of judging achievement on a 100 point scale, 
inaugurated a system of' letter grade marks which reduced the 
scale to a five point one.s 
The first real changes came after the 1930's in report-
ing pract1ces.6 In line with the changing emphasis in educa-
tion concerning individual differences, educators attempted 
to refocus the standards f'or grading. During the thirties, 
while many schools still held to the traditional policies-of' 
lAnne Anastasi, Psychological Testing (New York: The Mac-
2millan Co., 1954), p. 10 · 
3Keliher, op.cit., p. 20 
4Goodlad, op.cit., p. 50 Ayer, op.cit., p. 113 
~Johnson and Michaels, 2£•cit., PP• 25-26 
Hollies, op.cit., P• 8 
0 
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an absolute standard and the traditional method of grading, a 
few schools were experimenting with social ~omotion, symbols 
other than letter or number, which supposedly carried less 
stigma of competition than the traditional marks, and homo-
geneous methods of grouping.1 These were all attempts to 
focus attention on the individual child and his development· 
according to his own weaknesses and abilities, rather than thE 
critical judgment of all children by one absolute measure. 
This emphasis on individual difrerences has been especially ... 
reflected in the.growing number of schools using ability 
grouping as a means of classifying children in preference to 
the old chronological age method wbich assumed that all eight 
year olds were alike; all nine year olds, etc. Sorenson esti 
mates that three-quarters or all schools in the u.s. haying 
enrollments over five hundred pupils practice ability group-
ing.2 ·Another indication.of the increasing stress on individ· 
ual differences is the concern with guidance services within 
our schools.3 . The majority of writers who attempt to analyze 
grading practices, stress the use of the report card·as a 
guidance .device. A more superficial note, but a significant 
one, has been the changes made in the·title of the report . 
form. 4 The earliest reports were labeled "deportment ca~ds". 
1 . ' Strang, op.cit.~ p.~a 2He~bert Sarenso~, Psychology in Educatiop (McGraw-Hill, 1940 , 
p. 182 ' 
3Wiiliam Elsbree, 'Pupil Progress in th~ Elementary School (Bw-
eau or Publications,. Teachers College, Columbia University, 
~ 4~~i~s:·~;~~~T=P~~·~n~··a~================================~========= 
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s the graded school replaced the one-room school house, the 
label was changed to "report card". Recently more and more 
schools have adopted the title "progress report 11 , implying 
. 
that there is less concern with mass reporting and more empha-
sis on individual growth. 
While it may be true, as one writer points out,1 that 
actual grading practices have not adequately kept pace with 
changing educational philosophy, the changing philo~ophy has 
encouraged a reassessment of our purposes and intent in eval-
and judging achievement. The great majority of writers 
in agreement that schools have a responsibility to help 
e child to achieve to the best of his capabilities. 2 Indeed, 
is is accepted today as the broad purpose of public educa-
ion. Since grading the child is one aspect of the total edu-
picture, it must be viewed from this same vantage 
it must be considered as one more opportunity to help 
the child develop his potential. This is the guidance aspect 
of reporting progress. Strang considers this the chief rune-
ion of a report.3 She, however, points out the impontance 
the report as a diagnostic tool, helping the parent, child, 
teacher to recognize weaknesses and stresgths. Other 
ters mention the report card as a necessary administrative 
ool, as a pupil motivator, and as a means of communicating 
Goodlad and Anderson,op.cit., p. 102 
Stanley E. Dimond, 11Who Should Fail? 11 , The Nation's Schools 
(May,l959), 63:5, p. 64 
rang, op.cit., p. 2 
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the school's educational program to the community.l That it 
has many aspects and functions,· apart from the original re-
porting of success or .failure in the area of academic achieve 
ment, is without question. 
Closely connected with the general purpose of a report i: 
the question of the person for whom the report is i~tended. 
If we accept pupil guidance as a basic purpose of the report, 
the pupil himself becomes the focal point of. the report.. If 
we consider other aspects of the report as being of equal, or 
greater-importance, then our report cards·are meant for the 
parent, teacher,. or the administration. Quite probably, · 
today's reports attempt to recognize the importance of all th 
individuals and agenaies concerned wi. th the child -since the·~ 
report is mailed to the parents, and the individual grades 
are recorded for administrative use. -
Whatever we decide is the purpose, or purposes, pf.the 
report, and the person, or persons, for whom it is intended;· 
we are still faced with the big·problem of what stanaards· to .. 
use~ in the actual grading situation. Theoretically, with 
guidance as· an accepted purpose, the grading· of a cbil~ shoulc 
be considered only in relation to himself. He should be 
judged in the light of his own abilities, vdth his own growth 
from.term to term the yardstick by which he is measured. 2 
However, this kind of_repQrti~ c9uld result in chaos as far 
~Wrinkle, op.cit•, pp. 31-32 
Dimond, op.cit., p. 65 
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as administrative records, school standards, and other prac-
tical aspects of grading are concerned. In order that symbols 
of achievement, whether they be letters, numbers, or whatever 
have some meaning, they must be applicable to all children. 
This necessitates comparing children1 and placing them on a 
scale which is a continuum. Since we must compare children, 
we are faced with choosing a criterion against which all chil 
dren can be measured. This might be the level of his own 
group, his grade, or norms developed for other children of 
his age and grade throughout the country. 
If a system decides on a purpose, a person for whom the 
report is intended, and standards by which to evaluate, what 
factors should enter into the evaluation itself? Test marks, 
especially standardized tests, have a high degree of objecti-
vity. Should they be the sole determinant in assigning a 
grade? Every teacher has, at the moment of grading, much sub-
jective material that is pertinent to her pupil, her own 
ment of his effort, his attitude, his personality. In addit 
to these sources of material, office records contain informa-
tion about the child, his family background, his socio-econ-
omic status, previous record, and other details of his school 
history. Should all of these sources be used in deciding the 
achievement level of an individual child? If they are not all 
considered, which of them should be stressed in evaluation? 
lBaron and Bernard, op.cit., p. 95 
While these questions o~ purpose, criteria ~or compari-
son, and bases ~or evaluating, may plague the modern teacher, 
they were not the concern o~ yesterday's schools~ As our 
knowledge o~ individual behavior has developed, our awareness 
o~ the complexities o~ individual growth and the best means 
o~ ~ostering it has also grown. The wealth of literature,. 
much of it controversial, to be sure, attests to this aware-
ness. One of our di~fi.culties in the grading field has been 
the tenacity with which many school systems have clung to the 
remnants of the old philosophy o~ measuring and grading while 
attempting to expe~iment w.ith some of the new.1 Dis~ussions 
with other teachers on the subject o~ grading tended to corr9 
~ borate the experience of our own school system which had inau 
gurated homogeneous grouping while still using the old ~ive 
letter grade system of marking, based on a normal curve. 
In the days prior to today's homogeneous group~ng,-the 
classroom was thought of as a miniature population, randomly 
selected.2 The normal curve of distribution was mere or less 
' 
the standard against which a teacher could measure.the marks · 
given in any one subject to her class. Within her classroom, 
she would hav~ a distribution that centered around the aver- · 
age with the few tapering out towar~ either extre~e. Hompgenl 
eous grouping dist~bed this curve. 4 By its very ~unction, ii· 
lRuth Strang, How to Report Pupil Progress, no pub. place or 
2date,. p. 12 . 
3Keliher., op. cit., p.. f?8 ASorenson, op.cit., p. 430 
"""' . 
. ·.t .t"• ---
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skimmed off the superior students and put them in a group by 
themselves. At the other end.of the scale~ it segr~ted the 
slow learner. No longer was the clas~room a randomly select 
group. It had been established on a highly selective basis. 
The normal curve no longer could function as a guide.1 To 
any teacher~ regardless of her.convictions abQut the purpQse~ 
bases, or methods of evaluating, a new dimension was added to 
the grading problem. 
With reference again to the problem created in our so 
system, and, acc0rding·to teachers in them, in other school 
systema, 2 parents began to complain that thein children, re-
ceiving A's in the low group, should be moved into the next. 
highest group. In homogeneous grouping, it is frequently the 
ca·se, sometimes the purpose, that the highest group covers• 
· terial beyond its grade level. When pupils in the top gr 
were given C•s in subjects'in which·they were actually_doing 
work beyond their age and grade level, parents protested and 
the pupils were confused. C, according to the old .normal· 
curve distribution, was the mark assigned to average work, 
these children were not doing average.work for their ~ge and 
grade. The adminis.tration was having its own problem when :J:t 
realized that over 70% of the marks assigned by teachers were 
1Merle w. Tate, Statistics in Education (New York: Macmillan 
2co,, 1~55), P• 224 . Sorenson, op.cit., p. 431 
3Hobart M. Corning, After Testing, What? (New York, Scott, 
Foresman, 1926), p.~94 
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~ A's and B's. As a substitute for the normal curve, which, it 
was assumed, the teachers were following regardless of the 
grouping, the administration offered its own curve1 devised as 
a guide for marks within each group. This curve was issed 
0 
I() 
with the explanation that it should be used as a flexible 
guide in determining whether or not a teacher was grading her 
group consistent with over-a~1 school standards. This study 
measures the changes which took place in grading after the 
curve was issued. 
Believing that we have solved our grading problem by 
replacing the normal curve as a guide, by manipulating symbols 
as some schools have done, by changing labels, or attempting 
other solutions which only touch the surface of the problem, 
is pure folly. Evaluating and grading in today's schools is 
a complex problem to which there is no quick and easy solution 
The beginning of the solution must go back to establish-
ing an individual school philosophy2 with definite objectives 
and goals established for each level or step, consistent with 
that philosophy. We can't pretend to measure if we don't know 
what we are measuring.3 This may involve, as some schools 
have already found, changing the curriculum, altering the 
methods of instruction, or regrouping the pupils. We might 
1This curve has been reproduced on p. 31 
2strang, How to Report--, p. 12 
3B. Othanel Smith, Logical Aspects of Educational Measurement 
(New York: Columbia University Press: 1938), p. 151 
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consider the following methods as attempts to do this in 
today's schools: 
1. homogeneous, or other forms of individualized, 
groupingl 
2. the core program2 
3· non-graded schools3 
4. multiple track curriculum4 
5· social promotiog5 
6. special classes 
1· team learning7 
Unquestionably, there are many other methods by which 
schools are attempting to translate their educational philo-
sophy into practical terms, but these are representative ones. 
Fitting our educational methods to the philosophy of the 
school will not in itself solve the problem of grading. We 
must also decide, once we have determined the program, how to 
evaluate progress in it. This involves the form a report 
will take. Some of the newer approaches to this aspect of 
the problem are: 
1. parent-teacher conferences 
2. written summaries 
3. dual marking systems 
4. rating scales 
5. substitution of symbols for number or letter designa-
tions 
lKeliher, A Critical Study---, p. 29 
2corning, After Testing---, p. 60 ~Goodlad, The Non-Graded School, p. 104 
loc.cit., p. 50 
5Edmund E. Dodge, "The acceptability of promotional policies 
to teachers and administrators in five selected communitiesn 
6 (unpublished Master's thesis, Boston Ubiversity, 1953) p. 51 Corning, op.cit., p. 60 
7nugald Arbuckle, Guidance and Counseling in the Classroom 
(Boston: Allyn and Bacon: 1957), p. 348 
-·17-· 
Again, this list,l which is incomplete, is a sample of 
some of the newer report card forms. 
An approach different from those mentioned above, but 
consistent with today's thinking, is the replacement of the 
teacher as the evaluator by the pupil himself, or his parent. 
Strang, as well as other writers, ~tresses the necessity 
of community participation in the grading methods that are 
adopted by a school.3 Too often, what we do in education is 
attempted w.ithout any attendant publicity or thought of pub-
lic relations. The overwhelming criticisms of our public 
schools today might have been avoided had we educated our 
parents in what we were doing, and the reasons behind our 
actions. This is.especially true in the grading field where 
the report card that goes home is quite often the only commu-
nication between home and school.4 Not only would an explana· 
tion of our purpose and methods of evaluation be desirable, 
but, at least in the area of grading, our public relations 
might be considerably improved if we admitted frankly the dif 
ficulties inherent in any system of pupil evaluation. Many 
parents look on the report card as an absolute and perfect 
judgment of their children's achievement, progress and stand-
ing. Too often we have, Lf n~t encouraged, certainly not 
lstrang, How to Report---·, pp. 35-46 
~oc.cit., p. 44 
4Johnson and Michael, op.cit.,_ p. 24 Sorenson, op.cit., p. 425 
-18-
discouraged this idea among parents and pupils.l 
Actually, as most educators know, and as Torndike points 
out,2 marks are, in the last analysis, only a judgment of one 
person by another and, as such, are lia~le to all of the fal-
lacies that any subjective evaluation is apt to involve. Not 
only at the last moment, as she actually judges what mark to 
assign, but long before this point, the teacher pas used her 
judgment in determining what material to present, what mat-
erial to test, and what weight to assign to what answers.3 ThE 
variation among teachers, not only in their theories and phi-
losophies of grading, but in their past experiences which havE 
shaped their attitudes toward what is important, what is to bE 
expected of each individual class, and toward all of the fac-
tors which come into play in a teacher's role is tremendous.4 
In a real sense, the teacher is an observer5of pupil behav-
ior. Bince she is only human, it is no~ wholly possible to 
divorce completel~ her own biases from her observations.6 
Naturally, to as great an extent as possible, this objectivit~ 
is to be desired and sought. However, the assumption that 
perfect objectivity can be achieved is untenable.7 
1Harold G. Shane, "Promotional Policies Follow Sound Psycholo-
gical PrinciplesU, Nation's Bchools: June:l952, p. 352 
2Robert L. Thorndike and Elizabeth Hagen, Measurement and 
Evaluation in Psvchologv and Education (New York: John Wiley 
3& Sons: 19551, p. 456 
4Ibid., p. 457 Ibid,, p. 457 
gibid., p. 322 
7
Ibid., p. 322 
Ibid., p. 322 
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Even could we assume perfect objectivity, the appraisal 
of a student's achievement can only be a relative appraisal. 
His mark shows "relative performance only in the group for 
which common eviden~e is available.nl 
Admitted that marks represent no fixed values,2 they 
should not be interpreted as an educational end, but only a 
means to an end.3 
As long as parents, teachers, and pupils regard report 
cards in an unrealistic light, marks will continue to be a 
storm center4 and reporting, the biggest problem in education.P 
This is especially unfortunate when considered in conjunction 
with the following quotation which is typical of the findings 
of many educators, 
••• probably nothing else tbat a teacher does 
is regarded so seriously as the marks by which she 
evaluates les~ons and those which she records on 
report cards. 
lrbid., p. 482 ~Wri'nkle, Improving Marking---, p. 35 
4st~ang, Reporting to Parents, p. 39 Strang, Reporting to---, p. 36 ~Goodlad and Anderson, op.cit., p. 102 
Sorenson, op.cit., p. 425 
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In an effort to discover the source of dissatisfaction 
among teachers and parents with the letter grades given by 
teachers in the homogeneous system of this school, a tally 
was done on the marks given for the two years of homogeneous 
~ grouping in Grades 4, 5, and 6. The result~ showed that over 
70% of the letter grade marks given in this two-year period 
were A's and B1s. (See Tables 9 and 10.) Such a highly 
skewed distribution was inconsistent with the administration' 
desire for hig~ school s~anding. As a result of this 
tally, two steps were taken. First: the administration is-
sued a criterion distribution curve which was given/with the 
explanation that it should serve as a flexible guide within 
~ each group. Second: interviews were conducted independently 
with s.ix of the ten intermediate grade teachers with the in-
tention of ob~aining initial infor.mation as to the letter 
grade marks being given and the teachers' interpretation of 
those marks. From this preliminary study it was hoped that a 
more structured questionnaire type interview could be set up 
from which a clearer and more detailed interpretation of 
teachers' grading practices could be determined. 
The administration curve, the first step in the attack 
on the problem, is reproduced in Table a. The results of the 
preliminary interviews are recorded here, with the explanati 
of the methods involved. Each of the six teachers was asked 
to report the letter grade mark she had given in arithmetic 
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and in reading comprehension to a randomly selected boy and 
girl in her class fo-r the preceding report card term. The 
pupils were selected by choosing every third boy and fifth 
girl entered on the teacher's class list.l In a 
interview, she was asked to explain what the letter grade .. ~~-= 
she had given was intended to mean, and upon what bases she 
had arrived at the mark. The teacher was encouraged to ex-
press her ideas and attitudes which reflected on her ass~~44~~R, 
o£ letter grade marks. The results of this preliminary study 
are reproduced in Table 1 (page 22}. 
Using this preliminary information as a guide, a ques-
tionnaire type interview was built. Questions were asked 
earning the purpose, standards and bases of report cards and 
the marks used, as well as the person for wnom the report was 
intended and the individual teacher's interpretation of each 
letter grade symbol. ~he questions were offered-with multip1 
choice answers to be ranked in order of their importance to 
the individual teacher. The responses were selected because 
they had been the choices of teachers evidenced in the prelim 
inary interviews. The teachers were encouraged to offer any 
other responses they might prefer to the ones indicated. On 
the interpretation of letter symbols, the teacher was not 
given any choice responses, but was asked to describe in one 
!Henry E. Garrett, Elementary Statistics (New York: Longmans, 
Green and Co., 1956), p. 91. 
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TABLE 1 
Comments made by teachers concerning selected letter 
grade marks given, their meaning, and the bases upon 
which they were given 
ading Interpretation 
D Barely passing, one year 
below grade level. 
F Complete failure, lacks 
ability. 
C Fair, average. 
C Average for grade level. 
D Unsatisfactory effort, low 
ability level. 
D Carelessness, has ability. 
C Average, could d.o better. 
C Average for grade level. 
C Low average, below grade 
level, poor attitude. 
C Average, below grade level. 
A Excellent. 
B Very good, above average. 
~hmetic 
c 
c 
D 
A 
. 
D 
c 
c 
D 
B 
B 
F 
B 
Low average. 
Average. 
Poor. 
Excellent coverage of all 
material • 
Carelessness, has ability. 
Low average. 
Average. 
Poor. 
Very good. 
Good. 
Failure. 
Good. 
Basis fc:r Mark-?fo 
Numerical average. 
Numerical average. 
Numerical average. 
Numerical average. 
Marks on tests. 
Average of workbooks, 
tests. 
Average or workbooks, 
tests. 
Numerical average. 
Numerical average. 
Numerical average. 
Numerical average. 
Numerical average. 
Numerical average. 
Numerical average. 
Tests, daily work, par 
ticipation, numeri 
average. 
Numerical average, 
tests, workbooks. 
Numerical average. 
Numerical average. 
Numerical average. 
Tests, daily work• 
Numerical ave~age. 
Numerical average. 
Numerical average. 
Numerical average. 
"numerical average" was given as the basis for a mark, 
the teacher was asked to explain what was averag~d. Almost 
unanimously the answer was ~teacher given tests, daily work, 
marks recorded for workbooks." 
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TABLE 2 
Questionnaire type interview which was administered 
to intermediate grade teachers to determine their 
policies of grading 
I. What is the purpose of a report card? 
a. Guidance of the pupil. 
b. Diagnosis of pupil's weak and strong points. 
c. Motivation of pupil to work harder. 
d. Administration records for grouping, grading. 
e. Public relations between home and school. 
II. For whom is the report.basically meant? 
a. Pupil. 
b. Parent. 
c. Teacher. 
d. Administration. 
III. What standard should be used in grading? 
a. Child measured against his own potential. 
b. Child measured against his group. 
c. Child measured against bis grade •. 
d. Child measured against outside norms (stand-
ardized tests). 
IV. Upon what should a letter grade mark be b~sed? 
. 
a. Numerical average of teacher made tests. 
b. Achievement in light of ability. 
c. Attitude and behavior. 
d. Effort.. • 
e. Background of home and family (socio-economic) .• 
v. How would you describe, in one or two words, th~ 
follQwing letter grade symbols? 
a. A, 
b. B. 
c. c. 
d. D. 
e. F. 
u 
0 
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or· two words what the symbol meant to her. The questionnaire 
is reproduced as Table 2 (page 23). 
After the teachers had been interviewed, their responses 
were tabulated. The tables of responses follow with an analy-
sis of.each finding. 
TABLE 3 
--
Teacher responses concerning the purpose 
of a report card 
Guidance Diagnosis 
Order.of of of Motiva- Adminis- Public 
Importance Progress ~tanding tion trative Relation_:: 
1 4 5 
2 2 3 3 1 
3 3 1 
' 
3 2 
4 3 4 2 
5 . 2 7 
There.was limited agreement among the teachers in this 
system as to the basic purpose of a report card. Slightly 
les~ than half (4 out of 9) ranked the guidance of the pupil 
' 
to S;Chie.:ve to the best of his ability as the number o~e P~:-
< 
pose of the report. Slightly more than half (5 out of 9) felt 
the report card was primarily a diagnostic instrument, intend· 
ed to point out t~e strengths and weaknesses of the pupil. 
Among the nine teachers, five considered guidance as a first 
or second purpose, while eight ranked diagnosis as first or 
,. 
second. Definitely considered as of least importance as a 
basic purpose were the administrative and public relations 
' functions of a report. Since the teacher's concept of the 
'(') purpo.se of a report card will affect the bases she uses for 
0 
J 
() 
grading, more will be said in the following chapter about 
these findings in conjunction with teachers' bases. 
Also a1lied with this concept of purpose, is the 
teacher's idea of the person for whom she primarily intends a· 
report. The following table illustrates the opinions of 
teachers in this system concerning the person for whom the 
report is chiefly meant. 
TABLE 4 
Teacher responses concerning the person for whom 
the report card is primarily intended 
Order of Person 
Im;eortance Parent Pupil Teacher Administrat1 
1 5 4 
2 3 5 1 
3 I 1 I 2 I 6 
4 6 3 
The teachers ~o had felt the basic purpose of a report 
was to diagnose the pupil's standing, felt that this informa-
tion was primarily.of interest to the parent. The same five 
teachers who considered diagnosing as most important, consid-
ered the parent as the person for whom the report was chiefly 
meant. The teachers who looked on the report as primarily a 
guidance device, felt the pupil himself was the focal point 
of the.report. Eight teachers ranked the parent as first or 
second, nine teachers ranked the pupil as of either first or 
second import. One teacher ranked the teacher as high as 
'() second most important, but for the most part, the report card 
on 
u 
() 
n 
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was not felt to be primarily intended for either the teacher 
o~ the administration. 
Teachers were asked what specific standards they fe~ a 
pupil's achievement should be measured against. 
table shows their responses. 
The followine 
TABLE 5 
Teacher responses concerning the standards 
used in evaluating achievement 
Possible Standards 
Order of Pupil's Pupil's Pupil's 
ImJ2ort ance~fo Abilitz. Grade Level OWn Grou;e 
1 1 5 3 
2 2 3 4 
3 5 1 2 
4 1 1 
. 
Outside 
Norms 
2 
1 
1 
.3 
*Some teachers indicated 'they would use two standards. One 
suggested a combination group and ability standard; one sug-
gested a grade and ability standard. One said ability shoulc 
never be used; one said outside norms should never be used. 
As had been indicated in the preliminary study, many 
teachers (5 out of 9) in~cated that they used grade level 
standards, despite the fact that the children are homogeneous!~ 
grouped. There is less consistency among teachers in the area 
( 
of standards than in any of the other grading aspects studied. 
No valid consistencies can be claimed on the basis of these 
responses, although it would be safe to assume that the pre-
ference for standards outside the child himself is greatly 
manifested by these teachers. This does not infer that agree-
ment on standards outside the child eliminates or even minim~zes 
u 
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the inconsistencies which exist. Assuming that in a homogen-
eous grouping system, the top group covers more material and 
moves at a £aster pace than the lowest group, whether you 
measure a child by the group he is in or by the grade level 
standards set, makes an extremely crucial dif£erence. 
The next aspect of grading which teachers were asked to 
consider was the ~asis upon which they assigned the actual 
letter grade. Again, the choices that were offered were the 
answers most commonly given on the preliminary survey. The 
results of this question are tabulated in Table 6. 
TABLE 6 
Teacher responses concerning the bases upon 
which a letter ~rade mark is assi~ed 
Numerical 
Average of 
Teacher Made 
Order of* Tests, Work-
importance Books, etc. 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
7 
2 
Basis 
Indi-
vidual 
Ability 
3 
7 
Attitude 
and 
Behavior 
1 
2 
3 
Effort 
2 
3 
1 
Socio-
Economic 
Back~round 
1 
~ 
*Teachers chose to combine bases, ranking two or three choices 
as number 1 or 2. Many teachers felt socio-economic back-
ground should never be considered; two felt attitude and be-
havior should not enter into a mark; three stated they never 
consider effort. 
Nine teachers ranked numerical average of teacher given 
tests, workbooks, daily work, etc., as either the number one 
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or two choice. These same teachers had almost unanimously 
stated this policy in the preliminary interview. While this 
is rather strong consistency, it is somewhat lessened when we 
consider that several of these same teachers chose to couple 
this average with the pupil's individual ability, indicating 
that the numerical average is not really an absolute basis 
for assigning the mark. This inconsistency is further indi-
cated by the one teacher who considers attitude and behavior 
as a factor to be reckoned in giving a mark, and by the two 
teachers who rank effort as a secondary basis. The greatest 
differences among the teachers interviewed were in this area 
of basis for a mark and that of standards by which pupi~ are 
evaluated. Unfortunately, these two aspects of a teacher's 
grading policy are probably more important than any others 
with the exception of purpose as indications of her attitude 
and philosophy of evaluation.l The responses would tend to 
indicate that teachers are not in agreement in these two im-
portant areas. 
The last area in which teachers were asked to express 
their interpretations was in the meaning they attach to indi-
vidual letter grade marks. Since the percentage of A's and 
B's which teachers had assigned was very high, there was some 
doubt as to what interpretation they were placing on the sym-
bols they used. They were asked to give, in one or two' words, 
lstrang, Reporting to----, p. 31 
-29-
their meaning of each letter grade mark. Their responses are 
indicated in Table 7. 
TABLE 7 
Teacher responses concerning the meaning 
of individual letter marks 
Letter Grade Meaning 
A 
B 
c 
D 
F 
Excellent, superior, 90-100, excellent, 
excellent, very outstanding, superior, 
92-100. 
Good, consistently above average, 80-90, 
Very Good, Good, few errors, Good, Good . 
(82-91). 
Average, average, 70-80, average, fair, 
majority mark, average, average (72-81). 
Below average, barely passing, 70-80, below 
average but passing, poor, below most of 
group, unsatisfactory, below average (65-71). 
Failing, failure, below 60, failing, failurej 
no comprehension, complete failure, failure 
(below 65). 
In this phase of evaluation, teachers seemed to be in 
greater agreement than in any other. The preliminary study 
had indicated that teachers, although they might disagree as 
to the basis or standard for assigning a letter grade mark, 
were in agreement as to what the symbol meant. This does not 
mean that all teachers would evaluate an individual student 
. 
and judge him consistently with other evaluations made upon 
him, but rather that they were in agreement as to whatmlative 
value an A has, a B, etc. T~o teachers made their responses 
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in numerical terms, evidence of the weight they placed on 
numerical averages aa a basis for the letter grade mark. This 
finding is consistent with the statement of Ayerl that 
teachers, or other concerned parties, fu interpret the letter 
symbols in the sane way. Again, there may be a world of dif-
ference between what went into the A one teacher gives and 
that of another teacher, but they both indicate the same level 
or standing. 
The other study done in connection with evaluation of 
achievement was made to determine whether ar not teachers 
could change their bases for grading in accordance with an 
outside distribution curve. A tally was done on the letter 
grade marks assigned for the first, second, and last quarters 
to intermediate grade pupils for a two year period. During 
this time, teachers were free to apply their own individual 
policies of measurement. At the end of this time, the admin-
istration, feeling that marks given were skewed too markedly 
toward A's and B's, issued a distribution curve with the ex-
planation that it might serve as a flexible guide in marking 
within each group. The guide that was issued is reproduced 
here. Some explanation should be made of the two separate 
. 
curves issued. The original curve was drawn to correspond to 
' 
the division of groups that existed in the intermediate grade~ 
at the end of the two year period of homogeneous grouping. 
lAyer, Practical Child----, p. 103 
0 
() 
{) 
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Each of the three grades were divided into three groups, A, 
B, and c. At the beginning of the year following the issuancE 
of the curve, it was necessary, because of an overcrowded 
grade, to divide the fourth grade into 4 groups, A, B, c, and 
D. When this occurred, the administration issued a curve 
that could be applied in any grade Where the division was 4, 
rather than the original 3, groups. In the year subsequent 
to the curve, one grade had 4 groups, while the other grades 
still were divided into 3 groups each. 
TABLE 8 
The Administration Suggested Marking Guide 
4 Abilit:v Groups 
...!.. B c D . F 
- - - -
Group A 40~ so% 10% 
Group B 30% 40% 20% 10%. 
Group C 20% 30% 30% 20%. 
10% Group D 10~ 201t 40~ 20%' 
- - - - -
Composite* 2S~ 3S% 2S% 12.S% 2.S% 
3 Abilit:v Groups 
..lL B c _1L F 
- - -
. 
30% so% Group A 20% 
Group B 20% 30%.' 40% 10%. 
Group C 10% 20% 40% 20% 10% 
- - - - -
Composite* 20% 33% 33% 10% 4% 
'*The composite percentages are based on the assumption that 
all groups have equal numbers which is not true in this 
school system. 
. 
-
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After the marking curve had been in effect for one year, 
the marks assigned for the first, second, and last terms to 
the intermediate grades during that year were tallied. The 
results of the two tallies were compared to each other for 
significant differences that might have occurred. It had bee 
intended that the actual letter grade marks given would also 
be compared to the appropriate administration distribution; 
however, this proved to be impossible for the year subsequent 
to the administration curve. The curve was established for 
grades divided into either three or four groups. In the year 
after the curve, the fifth and sixth grades each were divided 
into three groups, but the fourth grade had to be further di-
~ vided into four groups. The administration curve, therefore, 
could not be applied to the over-all intermediate grades, 
since they were not uniform in their makeup. This does not 
seem to be a serious handicap, however, since the purpose of 
the analysis was not to determine whether or not teachers con 
formed to the curve, but whether they would chang~ t~eir dis-
tributions of marks in any way. The following statistical 
analyses were made: 
I() l 
1. The pre-curve marks ·were compared to the admin-
istration curve for a three group division, on 
the basis of over-all distribution of marks. 
2. The pre-curve marks were compared to the 'post-
curve marks, not by groups, since the grouping 
was not equivalent, but by grades, for distribu-
tion of marks within each gradel as well as 
over-all distribution.2 
-. 
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The critical ratio method of analysis was used for deter· 
mining whether or not the differences between the number of 
A's, B•s, etc. given in each grade before and after the curve 
were significant or merely attributable to chance. The Chi-
square analysis was applied to the over-all distributions of 
pre-curve to administration suggested marks.l 
The resulting data was. arranged in table form and is pre· 
sented in the following pages. 
The first test applied to the data was to determine if a 
/ 
significant difference existed between the marks actually 
being given before the curve and the distribution suggested 
by the administration. The results of the test as well a·s the 
- data which was used are reproduced in Table 9. 
TABLE 9 
Totals of letter grade marks {pre-curve) given in 
Grades 4, 5, and 6, compared to those recommended 
by·the administration curve for a three group division 
Marks Recommended 
Marks Actually Given by Administration 
Letter (2 yr. period (for 3 
Grade Mark ;Erior to _curve) abilit:y: levelsl 
A 2200 (29.14%.} 1510 (20%.} 
B 3127 (41.42%.} 2491 {33%) 
0 1732 (22.94%} 2491 {33%.) 
D 385 ( 5.10%.} 755 (10%) 
F 105 ( 1.3·91t) 302 ( 4~) 
- - -
Total 7549 (99.99~) 7549 (100%) 
~ 1Garrett, op.cit., p. 124. 
0 
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A Chi-square testl applied to this data results in'a 
Chi-square of 1015. Such a high Chi-square has a probability 
of less than .001. There is significant difference between 
the distribution given and that suggested. The skew toward 
A's and B's is easily seen in this data.· 
To see if the changes which took place in the over-all 
distribution of letter grade marks before and after the curve 
were significant, critical ratios were computed. Tab~ 10 
represents the findings • 
. TABLE 10 
Comparison of total letter grade marks given in the 
2-year period before the curve and those given in 
the 1-zear Eeriod following the curve 
Letter Pre-Curve Post-Curve 
Grade ~arks Gi~:n Marks Given 
Mark (No. & L (No. & %> 
A 2200 1253 
(29.14%) (24.17%) 
B 3127 2002 {41.42%) (38.61%) 
c 1732 1421 
(22.94%) (27.41%) 
D 385 336 
(5.10%) (6.48%) 
F 105 172 
(1.39%) (3.32%) 
- -
Total 7549 5148 
lGarrett, OE.cit., p. 124 
2McNemar1 OE.cit., pp. 56-59 
Difference 
' 
in % of 
cR2 Marks Given 
7.14 
4.97 
3.75 
2.81 
7.14 
4.47 
1.75 
1.38 
11.76 
1.93 
I 
p 
.0001 
.0001 
.0001 
.oe 
.0001 
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There were significant changes in the over-all distribu-
tion of letter grades, with the exception of D's, after the 
issuance of the administration curve. The changes in the 
number of D's given is so small that this change could be 
attributed simply to chance and not, necessarily, to intent. 
This does not mean that the changes which occurred were con-
sistent with the changes recommended by the administration, 
but only that significant changes did take place in the dis-
tribution of A•s, B's, C's, and F's. To investigate the 
direction of the chang~s more closely, critical ratios were 
computed for the differences in the letter grade marks within 
each grade, before and after the curve. The data for this 
~ examination appears in Table 11. 
TABLE 11 
Grade 4 
Comparisons of letter grade marks given within each. 
grade before, and after, the administration curve 
Letter 
Grade 
Mark 
A 
B 
c 
D 
F 
Totals 
Pre-Curve 
Marks Given 
(No. & %) 
1114 
(36.14%) 
1296 
(41.94%) 
543 
(17.57%) 
113 
(3.65%) 
24 
~70%) 
3090 
Post-Curve Difference 
Marks Given in % of 
(No. & %) ~arks Given 
529 
(28.25%) 
755 
(40.33%) 
475 
(25.37%) 
95 
(5.07%) 
18 
~96%) 
1872 
7.89 
1.61 
7.80 
1.42 
.26 
CR p 
-
6.07 .0006 
1.21 .22 
7.09 .0006 
2.59 .o1 
3.70 .001 
I~ 
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An analysis o£ the changes made in Grade 4 indicate that 
signi£icantly £ewer A's were given in this grade which is con· 
sistent with the aim o£ the administration curve. There was 
no significant change in the number o£ B's given. Teachers 
in this grade gave more C1s, again this is consistent with 
the administration curve. Significantly more D1 s and F•s 
were given a£ter the curve. Again, the c;hange was in the 
direction desired by the administration. 
Grade 5 
Letter Pre-Curve Post-Curve Dif£erence 
Grade Marks Given Marks Given in % of 
Mark (No. & %) (No. & %> Marks Given _Q!L p 
A 553 345 
" (28.47%) (23 .18%) 5.29 3.83 .0001 
B 774 599 
(39.85%) (40.26%) .41 .09 .96 
c 500 388 . 
(25.74%) (26.08%) .34 .25 .so 
D 92 116 
(4.74%) (7 .79%) 3.05 5.00 .0001 
F 23 40 
(1.18%) (2.68%) 1.50 4.41 .0001 
Totals 1942 1488 
(99.99%) {99.99%) 
There were no signi£icant changes made in the f'ifth 
grades in the number o£ B1s and C1s given. The teachers did 
make significant changes in the A1s, D1s, and F•s W11ch they 
assigned. They gave £ewer A•s, which was the desire of the 
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administration. They gave more D's and F 1 s which is also 
consistent with the aim of the curve recommended by the admin-
istration. 
Letter 
Grade 
Mark 
A 
B 
c 
D 
F 
Totals 
Pre-Curve 
Marks Given 
_(No. & %> 
533 
(21.17%) 
1057 
(41.99% 
689 
(27.37%) 
180 
(7.15%) 
58 
(2.31%) 
2517 (99.99%) 
Grade 6 
Post-Curve Difference 
Marks Given in % of (No.&-%) Marks Given 
379 
(20.77%) 
648 
(35.52%) 
558 
(30.59%) j 
125 
(6.85%) 
114 
(6.25%) 
1824 (99.98%) 
.40 
6.47 
3.22 
.30 
3.94 
CR p 
-
... 36 I .72 
4.57 .0001 
2.38 t .01 
.42 .68 
7.80 .0001 
In Grade 6, there were no significant changes made in tru 
number of A's and D's given. There were significantly fewer 
. 
B's given, significantly more C's and F's. These changes werE 
in the drection recommended by the administration. 
It would appear that teachers did make changes influencec 
by an administration curve. In many cases these changes~re 
consistent with the administra.tion' s recommendation that feweJ 
A's and B's be given and more C1s, b's and F's. A comparison 
by groups would have been desirable, however, because of the 
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makeup of Grade 4, such a comparison would hardly be valid. 
Although it would appear that only the D group which was adde 
might be affected, actually, children who might have been in 
the A group were actually assigned to the B group, those Who 
might have been put in the B group were assigned to the C 
group, etc.,.since each group wa~ smaller th~n would ha~e 
the case in a division of a grade into three groups. Alth 
the fifth and sixth grades were still divided into three 
groups, a comparison of only two grades was not thought worth 
while. It was equally impossible to compare the post-curve 
either administration curve. Both curves issued by the admin 
istration were based on uniform divisions throughout the 
grades. Although we can conclude that significant changes 
did take p~ace in the distributions of grades after the curve 
and, although many of tbe changes were consistent with the 
aim of the administration curve, we cannot conclude from't~is 
data that the distribution of letter grades after the curve 
was consistent with what the administration recommended, only 
that the changes made were in the direction desired by the 
administration. 
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CHAPTER IV - CONCLUSIONS 
The purpose of this thesis was to determine, if possible, 
what factors. of pupil evaluation were consistent among teach-
ers and what factors were inconsistent. The preliminary study 
done was intended primarily as a guide in developing a more 
detailed questionnaire; however, certain factors of teacher 
attitude toward evaluating were made evident even in this 
preliminary interview. Teachers consistently used the same 
terminology to describe the individual letter grade marks, 
indicating that teachers do interpret the symbols in a con-
sistent manner. When they were questioned as to the basis 
for assigning the letter grades, they were also consistent in 
naming "numerical average" as the chief basis used. Questioned 
~ further as to the meaning of numerical average, the teachers 
were less consistent. Some said they averaged teacher made 
tests. Ot~ers added to that, workbook material and oral par-
ticipation. When the mark given had been a D or an F, 
teachers were more ~one to add phrases which indicated pupil 
capacity as a factor, if not used in the actual assignment of 
the grade, considered by some teachers. 
The chief purpose of the preliminary interviews had been 
to arrive at a starting point from Which a more detailed ques-
tionnaire could be built. The second study, which went into 
more specific detail pointed up the differences among teachers 
which had been only indicated by the preliminary interview. 
Again, the greatest consistency among teachers was in 
0 
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their interpretation of the five letter grade marks which 
they used. On the surface, at least, the teachers apparently 
understand what relative place each mark is intended to indi-
cate. 
High consistency had been indicated among the teachers 
concerning the bases used to determine the letter grade mark 
when they were first interviewed. When they were asked to be 
more specific on the second interview, the responses were not 
quite as consistent. Although numerical average was again 
ranked as the primary base for assigning a letter grade mark, 
many teachers chose to respond that they used this as a basis 
combined with teacher judgment of effort, or attitude, or 
~ ability. A few teachers indicated that they used solely a 
numerical average of tests, workbooks, oral participation. 
The teachers were in disagreement as to whether or not effort 
or attitude should be considered. Some said it should not be 
0 
considered at all; others felt it should be used with the 
numerical average; still others said it could be considered, 
but not on the same level with numerical average. All teach-
ers placed numerical average high in order of importance; man~ 
also placed individual pupil ability as important in deter.min 
ing the mark to be assigned. There was disagreement as to thE 
rank order importance of effort, ability, and attitude. The 
majority of teachers claimed that the socio-economic back-
ground of the child was not a factor in evaluating achievemen1 1 
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however a few teachers said this might be considered but only 
in a very secondary capacity. 
There was wide inconsistency among the teachers as to 
standards by which evaluations are made. The majority of 
teachers ranked as the most important standard they used 
either group or grade standards. As has already been pointed 
out~ in a homogeneously arranged system, this produces a cru-
cial difference. If a teacher uses group standards to mea 
the achievement of a pupil, a student covering all of 
in a low group in a superior manner might be assigned an A. 
This same achievement, held up to actual grade standards, 
might merit only a C, since the lowest group in a grade quite 
often is working below or at grade level. If teachers are 
divided as to which standard, grade or group, they are to 
e, any other consistencies in marking are worthless. Few 
teachers felt pupils should be measured against their own 
ability to achieve. Few teachers claimed to use outside norms1 
as a yardstick for measuring. We must conclude that wide and 
important inconsistencies are evident among these teachers in 
regard to their standards for grading. 
Teachers were divided in their interpretation of the 
purpose of the report card. Approximately half felt that the 
report should be used as a guidance tool, w.ith the purpose of 
helping the child to achieve to the best of his ability. Not 
all of these same teachers, however, listed the pupil as the 
person for whom the report is basically intended, Which 
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indicates some confusion. A large group of teachers responded 
that the report card is basically a diagnostic tool, intended 
to point out the strengths and weaknesses in the pupil's 
achievement. These two purposes were the first and second 
choices of a large majority of the teachers. Ranked as of 
less importance were the administrative and public relations 
functions of the report. A-few teachers ranked motivation as 
a purpose in second or third place after guidance and diag-· 
nosis. That there is disagreement among the teachers as to 
the purpose of the report is evident. Whether or not the 
disagreement here is as marked or an important as is the dis-
agreement as to standards and bases for evaluation, is not 
conclusive. 
In tbe final area of grading, teachers were again almost 
evenly divided as to the person for whom the report is basic-
ally intended.- This inconsistency seems less important when 
we examine it more closely. Half of the teachers listed 
parent in first place with the pupil in second. The other 
half ranked the pupils first and the parent second. All of 
the teachers agreed that the teacher and the administration 
were of less importance. Since the report card is a record 
of pupil achievement, reported to the parent, it would seem 
that the difference in rank order of the two is not too 
crucial. 
When we examine the changes which took place in the dis-
~ tribution of the marks actually given, we find that, generally, 
0 
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significant changes did take place and that these changes 
were in the direction desired by the administration. As has 
already been pointed out, the scope of this study is limited, 
and its limitations do prevent a thorough analysis of these 
changes. The division of one grade into four groups handicaps 
the comparison of the post-curve marks to a valid criterion. 
There is no evidence to support such a claim, however, it is 
possible that by having only the marks for the first year 
following the administration curve, we may be getting a 
slightly distorted picture. Whether or not teachers will have 
a tendency to revert to their original distributions after a 
second year is a question for future study. There is also no 
~ indication What methods teachers employed in order to shift 
their original distribution of marks. If, in order to make 
these changes, teachers were forced to change their bases or 
standards for evaluation, this might account for some of the 
inconsistencies evidenced in their responses concerning them. 
There was no change made, either in the administration explan· 
ation of its curve nor in teacher responses, in the numerical 
equivalents of the letter grade marks. Apparently teachers 
did not raise the numerical average necessary to obtain an 
A, a B, etc., nor did the administration recommend this. 
Any study done on one school, especially a school in a 
small rural community, cannot be considered typical of all 
schools, nor can valid generalizations be made from it. The 
~ number of teachers involved was small. Although there was 
u 
0 
0 
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data for two years prior to the administration curve, tpere 
was inf'onm tion for only o~e year subsequent to it. Even this 
could not be adequately compared to an administration criter-
ion. With these limitations in mind we might make these con-
elusions: 
1. Teachers, within this system, attach the same 
general meaning to individual letter grade marks. 
2. Teachers, in this system, agree that re·port cards 
are primarily intended for either. the parent or 
the pupil. · · 
3. Teachers, in this system, Cb not agree unanimously 
on the basis to be used in determining'a letter 
grade mark. The maJority recommend a numerical 
average of teacher made tests, workbook material, 
and oral participation, either used alone or in 
combination with ability, effort, an~ attitude. 
4. Teachers, in this system, are in limited agree-
ment as to the purpose of the report card. Its 
use as a guidance tool or for purposes of diag-
nosis of the pupil's strengths and weaknesses is 
generally accepted. Many teachers feel that . 
motivation of the pupil is a secondary purpose. 
5. Teachers, in this system, agree unanimously that 
pupils should be measured against an outside 
standard. There is complete disagre~ment among 
them, however, as to what that standard should be. 
6. The teachers, in this system, did make signifi-
cant changes in the distribution of their marks. 
There is no evidence that the marks given after 
the curve conformed to the curve, but there is 
evidence that the changes made in the distribu-
tion were in the direction indicated by the 
administration. 
u 
0 
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CHAPTER V - CRITICISMS AND SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE ST~ 
Wbile many o£ the £indings presented in this study are 
consistent with the conclusions reached in similar studies, 
certain limitations in the scope o£ this study should again 
be pointed out. 
1. Only one school was studied, and this a school 
in a small rural community. 
2. There was data £or only one year subsequent to 
the administration curve. 
3. There was no criterion against which the post 
curve distributions could be measured, there£ore 
only limited conclusions can be drawn as to the 
type o£ changes which took place. 
4. Any study involving verbal answers is subject to 
the limitations imposed by di££ering connota-
tions o£ wording and language. 
Since there seems to be a trend toward homogeneous group-
. 
ing, a system which imposes new problems in evaluating and 
grading achievement, it would be worthwhile to have additionaJ 
studies carried out to examine both the purposes and methods 
o£ grouping and evaluating within that grouping. Some sug-
gestions £or £uture study might include the £allowing: 
1. Studies, similar to this one, involving larger 
samples o£ teachers, grades, and schools. 
2. Studies that might attempt to determine why the 
inconsistencies among teachers in respect to 
grading exist; £or example: what is the back-
ground o£ teachers who agree on aspects o£ grad-
ing compared to those who disagree? 
3. A study o£ pupil and parent interpretations o£ 
school reporting. 
4. Studies o£ the various ways by which schools 
success£ully have solved their grading problem. 
-46-
Only through a regular and periodic re-evaluation o~ ·our 
practices within our individual schoo~ sys~ems can we hope to 
solve the problems o~ measuring and expressing pupil progress. 
Since this is one o~ our more serious problems in education 
today, it is one that must be met. 
'· 
0 
0 
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